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Conditional cash transfers boosted a major reduction in poverty and a significant decrease in inequality in developing countries over the past decade. However, their success in promoting economic development is challenged by the claim that they deal with short-term poverty relief without providing the poor with the tools for breaking away from poverty by their own means. This claim, however, could be dismissed if conditional cash transfers had an effect on entrepreneurship. This paper assesses whether Bolsa-Família increases the probability of starting a new venture in Brazil, decomposing its potential effects into three channels: alleviation of the wealth constraint, insurance against negative outcomes This paper-joint product of the Brazil Country Management Unit and the Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Network, Latin America and Caribbean Region-assesses whether Bolsa-Família increases the probability of starting a venture in Brazil, decomposing its potential effects into three channels: wealth constraint alleviation, insurance provision and reduction of children's labor supply (through the effect of the conditionality). Policy Research Working Papers are also posted on the Web at http://econ.worldbank.org. The author may be contacted at glichand@worldbank.org. of risky activities, and reduction of the labor supply of children (through the effect of the conditionality). The effect of each of these channels is separately estimated using data from National Household Surveys in 2004 and 2006, for which the households of transfer beneficiaries can be identified. The results indicate that entrepreneurship is indeed stimulated by the program in urban areas throughout the insurance and wealth constraint alleviation effects, notwithstanding that new ventures are typically secondary sources of income. Finally, the conditionality seems not to have an impact on the level of entrepreneurship.
INTRODUCTION
CCTs have had a significant effect on poverty and inequality reduction in developing countries over the last decade (Robalino, Ribe and Walker, 2009 ). In particular, Bolsa-Família, along with other governmental transfers, is pointed out as responsible for as much as 50% of the recent fall in inequality in Brazil (Barros et al., 2007) .
Bolsa-Família is a conditional cash transfer program through which households up to a certain income threshold and with children or pregnant women receive governmental transfers as long as they meet some requirements related to investments in children's human capital. Created in 2003, the program is designed to target the poorest families in the country, and has displayed targeting and coverage performance above any national program and even to the same standards of international reference programs, such as Mexico's OPORTUNIDADES (Soares, Ribas and Soares, 2009) .
Potential effects of the program on entrepreneurship have not been assessed so far. Those are particularly relevant in light of the claim -common to all CCTs -that Bolsa-Família deals with short-term poverty relief without providing the poor with the tools for breaking away from poverty by their own means. If the program is to have a positive effect on entrepreneurship, these concerns could be dismissed.
There is anecdotal evidence that the program might indeed foster startups, as the following excerpt from Ministry of Social Development (MDS)'s special magazine about Bolsa-Família reveals, through the story of Cida, who works as a house cleaning maid whenever there are job opportunities and whose household is beneficiary of the program: "In the living-room, on the top of the table, lies a little pile of cosmetics' magazines. Cida re-sells five different brands of cosmetics and earns 20% over costs for the products she manages to sell. 'Profits are tiny, but I have to try it every way, since it is a hard to find a permanent maid job here in Novo Gama'" (MDS, 2010, p. 65). 2 There is now a somewhat large literature which documents the mechanisms through which CCTs affect individual decisions. Bolsa-Família is reported not to have an impact on parents' labor supply decisions - Medeiros, Britto and Soares (2008) show that recipient household heads do not work fewer hours and do not participate in labor markets to a lesser extent than non-recipient ones. It is reported to affect the school attendance and labor supply of children - Cardoso and de Souza (2004) show that enrollment is positively affected by the program, while male children decrease worked hours in comparison to those in nonrecipient households. And Bolsa-Família is shown not to strategically influence fertility decisions - Rocha and Soares (2010) document that women do not on average have an extra child in order to increase the value of the transfer. Gertler, Martinez and Rubio-Codina (2007) document that Mexico's OPORTUNIDADES had a positive effect on entrepreneurship, allowing individuals to improve their ability to generate income and increase their medium-term consumption. Sadoulet, de Janvry and Davis (2001) claim that the Mexican agricultural support program PROCAMPO increased investment in farm production, whereas Ravallion and Chen (2005) 3 show that the proceeds of China's anti-poverty program of temporary cash transfers resulted in higher household savings. Also related to our work are the findings of Banerjee and Duflo (2009) , which show that microfinance increases the scale of existent ventures as well as the probability of a startup for individuals with a high predicted propensity to start a business; if poor households are wealth-constrained, a cash transfer can have similar impacts to enabling access to credit for small scale projects. This paper assesses whether Bolsa-Família increases the probability of starting a new venture in Brazil, decomposing its potential effects into three channels: alleviation of wealth constraints, insurance against bad outcomes of risky activities and reduction of labor supply of children (through the effect of the conditionality). I draw upon PNADs 2004 and 2006, which are the only years for which transfer beneficiaries are in fact identified.
The strategy for the decomposition relies on conditioning household head's occupational choice on alternative measures of wealth -proxied by asset ownership and alternative measures of income, which either exclude or include program's cash transfer. Different choices for the wealth measure imply that different individuals are compared in estimating each effect of interest. When ex-ante wealth is used, I assess the wealth constraint alleviation effect, since comparable control and treatment individuals had the same capacity to pay for startup costs (alternatively, borrowing capacity) before the transfer, but the CCT increases the probability that the recipient is able to match upfront payments. When ex-post wealth is used instead, comparable control and treatment individuals have at the end the same ability to pay for startup costs, but the share of income coming from non-risky flows is higher for the CCT recipient, what can alter his/her occupational choice, since entrepreneurship is a risky activity.
Conditioning occupational choice on income is only possible because of previous results that document an absence of effects of Bolsa-Família on labor supply decisions (e.g. Medeiros, Britto and Soares, 2008) . The same is true in what comes to the strategy to assess the effect of the conditionality: based upon previous evidence (e.g. Cardoso and de Souza, 2004) , I assess, among CCT recipients, whether household head's with only male children have a higher or lower propensity to start a venture than those with only female children, taking as given that the conditionality is only effective, on average, in reducing boys' labor supply.
While the experimental design of Gertler, Martinez and Rubio-Codina (2007) is not available for the Brazilian program, I claim that treatment and control units are comparable after controlling for observable features due to some degree of randomness in beneficiary status at the household level, on account of delays between enrollment and actual transfer, and due to the municipal quoting scheme which drives enrollment efforts. Notwithstanding causality is less clear because of confounding factors, I perform several robustness checks to try to disentangle the mechanism through which the program affects entrepreneurship from other potential attributes that could also drive differences among recipient and non-recipient individuals in their willingness to start a venture.
On the other hand, while Gertler, Martinez and Rubio-Codina (2007) point out that wealth constraint alleviation and insurance against negative outcomes provided by the CCT program could drive entrepreneurship, they do not separately estimate the effect of these channels on the probability of starting a new venture. This paper builds up a strategy to separately estimate each effect of the program on entrepreneurship.
Results are that entrepreneurship is indeed stimulated by the program in urban areas throughout the insurance and wealth constraint alleviation effects, notwithstanding new ventures are typically secondary sources of income. The conditionality does not impact the level of entrepreneurship. Selection concerns are minimized on account of a composition effect: it seems to be the case that parents who previously employed their own children in their ventures transition to self-employment. Whether it is not possible to distinguish if this is only a 'reporting' effect -of parents afraid of losing the benefit on account of their children's participation in the labor market -or an actual re-arrangement due to program's conditionality, for the sake of our argument it suffices that this pattern cannot be justified based upon an unobserved propensity to entrepreneurship of enrolled individuals as opposed to those who do not benefit from Bolsa-Família.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: section 2 presents a simple model that motivates each of these potential channels; section 3 presents the data and empirical strategy; section 4 presents results, followed by decomposition and robustness checks in section 5; section 6 concludes the paper.
MODEL
Consider a father with one child, with concave Bernoulli utility function · , · 0 (a necessary condition for decreasing absolute risk-aversion) 3 , which maximizes expected utility over states of nature. For his occupational choice problem, I can safely ignore any form in which his utility might depend on his children future outcomes. 4 His simplified occupational choice is between, on one hand, supplying labor, and starting a new venture on the other hand, with the given structure of returns:
, ; ,
where is initial wealth, is parents' market wage, is children's market wage, , 0,1 are children's labor supply 'outside' and 'inside' the firm; and ; is project's value in state of nature ~ 0,1 , while is a startup cost. I remark two assumptions of the model:
Hypothesis 1: Collateral cannot be perfectly executed, such that only a fraction of individual's initial wealth can recovered by a bank under lack of loan repayment.
Hypothesis 2:
There is a transportation cost which must be paid by the parent if the child is to work separately from him.
First hypothesis implies that, in order to satisfy individual's incentive compatibility, loans should be limited to a share of individual's initial wealth (normalized by the interest rate) that corresponds exactly to the 5 extent to which collateral can be executed. 5 For the sake of simplicity and without great loss of generality, I take this share to be zero ( 0). Hence, there are no credit markets, such that only individuals with are able to become entrepreneurs.
Second hypothesis implies that, the higher the transportation cost, the higher child's propensity to work along with his parent, since functions as a tax on child's return on other activities. Again, for simplicity, I take to be large enough such that children work only in parents' firm whenever they are entrepreneurs, supplying labor 'outside' only if parents also do so. This seems reasonable and is technically interesting to highlight potential differential impacts of the conditionality.
Introducing a conditional cash-transfer (CCT) for which this household is eligible, his expected utility becomes -assuming that the cash-trasfer is high enough 6 so that 0, for simplicity:
where is cash-transfer.
One can observe three effects of introducing a CCT:
Effect 1: The individual's wealth constraint is alleviated, since a positive might 'cross the line', allowing him to pay the startup cost;
Effect 2: The individual is guaranteed to receive under any state of nature, what, combined with decreasing absolute risk-aversion of · , implies that he will be less risk-averse with respect to the lottery involving 0 ; ; While effects 1 and 2 are expected to increase entrepreneurship, effect 3 is ambiguous. As the latter is the only one associated with the conditionality, I shall pay particular attention to it, on account of the policyrelevant implications linked to program's bundle design (the C in CCT).
It is worth remarking that effect 3 is only present if the conditionality is actually binding. Cardoso and de Souza (2004) , for instance, show that this is only the case for boys. I will take advantage of this fact in the empirical section. 5 Individual's incentive constraint is given by 1 1 , where is the probability of project yielding success, with return , while failure happens with probability 1 , yielding zero-return; is the loan amount which must be repaid with an interest rate of . This leads to . 6 A sufficient condition is that the CCT is suspended if the child misses any school-time and that and max ; . 6
DATA AND EMPIRICAL STRATEGY
Bolsa-Família was created in 2003, targeting extremely poor families with or without children and those poor families with pregnant women or with children up to 15 years-old. Initially, minimum and maximum income thresholds were, respectively, R$ 50 and R$ 100 (about US$ 30 and US$ 60, in 2010 dollars), which were changed to R$ 60 and R$ 120 in 2006, and to R$ 70 and R$ 140 in 2010. From 2007 on, also, the program was extended to include youngsters in their 16 and 17, and created new benefits to target those families facing emergencies or for which Bolsa-Família institutionalization, which meant and aggregation of several previously existent benefits, would in principle mean a reduction in the total amount received.
The benefit is made of a fixed component, for which only households below the minimum income threshold are eligible, and a component per child (up to three children per household) -cumulative with the fixed one -as long as complying with the conditionality. For pregnant women, the conditionality stands for follow-up clinical exams, for those with up to 6-year-old children, for keeping child's vaccine record updated, and for those with children between 6 and 15 years old, for being enrolled in school with a minimum attendance of 85%. The fixed and per child components were, respectively, R$ 50 and R$ 10 until 2006, when they were increased to R$ 60 and R$ 15; in 2010, they were further increased to R$ 70 and R$ 20.
According to the Ministry of Social Development, Bolsa-Família increases family income on average on almost 50%. In case of non-compliance with program's conditionality, benefits are suspended for the entire household for the next month; in case of eventual re-incidence by the same child, benefits are not resumed.
The strategy to be able to separately estimate each of the effects of interest consists in comparing individuals similar in every observed relevant characteristic except that one group receives the treatment and the other, not. Lindert et al. (2007) and Barros (2008) support the view that the relevant targeting dimension is the municipality; along with Soares et al. (2009) claim that there is a considerable delay between enrolling in the program and actually receiving the benefit 7 , it is as if there was randomization in program's recipient status at the local level.
While this attribute of the program design makes it unfeasible to use information on official thresholds to track the treatment group when actual information of participation is unavailable, it supports a strategy based on the hypothesis of identical potential results for treated and control units, conditional on observed attributes, when defining the treatment as actually receiving the transfer -in the sense that two individuals identical in every observed characteristic do not differ in treatment status due to unobserved features. 8 I use PNADs 2004 and 2006 which specifically provide information about actual recipient households. For some of the effects of interest I need information on household income prior to Bolsa-Família transfer, but since PNADs only identify the recipient household, and not the particular individuals enrolled in the program -and since there is evidence that even inside the same household actual enrolment in social programs varies along eligible children (see Helfand and de Souza, 2009 , for instance) -, I cannot calculate the ex-ante income prior to Bolsa-Família, only that prior to all transfers.
In order to the estimate program's effect on wealth constraints, I compare individuals based upon their income 9 prior to the transfer. Conditioning occupational choice on income is only possible because of previous results that document an absence of effects of Bolsa-Família on labor supply decisions (e.g. Medeiros, Britto and Soares, 2008) .
Hence, if individuals who receive the transfer have a higher probability of starting a venture, then it is because they were initially wealth-constrained. To be able to condition on ex-ante wealth I rely on an instrumental variables approach, instrumenting ex-post income with its ex-ante component, as the following:
, ,
where is the outcome of interest, stands for treatment status (=1 if the household reports to receive programs' transfer and = 0 otherwise), and the hypothesis of interest is 0. The identification hypothesis is that ex-ante income only affects the entrepreneurial decision through its effect on ex-post income, what is trivially satisfied. 10
To estimate program's insurance effect, I compare individuals based upon their income after the transfer. Therefore I compare individuals that have the same ability to pay for startup costs, but differ in the share of their wealth that is non-contingent to labor market outcomes. As such, I rely on an OLS strategy; the estimated equation is the following:
where, again, the hypothesis of interest is 0.
Finally, to estimate the effect of the conditionality, which (potentially) decreases the labor supply of children, I explore a stylized fact of Bolsa-Família in Brazil, which is that only boys decrease hours worked as benefit in a given community) could be explained by social capital or 'connections', which could also influence entrepreneurship; I analyze this claim in the robustness section. 9 Controlling for every other observed features of wealth, such as household attributes, higher current income should mean higher wealth. 10 The IV strategy in this context is just a trick, since I am not addressing potential concerns that ex-post income might be endogenous to extensive-margin labor decisions. a response to the program (Cardoso and Portela, 2004) . Hence, I restrict the sample to one-child households to compare whether the probability of starting a venture is heterogeneous according to child's gender. For that I add to the specifications above two other variables: a dummy variable that indicates whether the household has a son between 6 and 15 years old ( ) and an interaction term of treatment status with the latter variable ( ). The hypothesis of interest is whether the coefficient of the interaction term is zero. If this hypothesis is rejected, there is a conditionality leveleffect on entrepreneurship.
I pool 2004 and 2006 observations, including year fixed-effects. The sample is restricted to men who are household heads that are part of the active and not unemployed. 11
Dependent variables are defined as the following: for the main occupation, equals one if the firm owner employs at least one person, and zero otherwhise; equals one if the firm owner does not employ anyone, and zero otherwhise; equals one if the individual is either an employer or entrepreneur;
is a measure of firm size, given by its number of employees. Additionally, the occupational definitions are augmented to include secondary sources of income. All definitions are presented in Appendix A. Tables 2 and 3 present the distribution of covariates and outcomes of interest for the treatment and control groups: These descriptive statistics present nothing different than expected given the program's reported efficient targeting: treated units are poorer, have less access to public goods and have lower human capital. Moreover, poor individuals are known to recur to self-employment more often, as an alternative to unemployment (Robalino, Rime and Walker, 2010) .
Restricting attention to the lower quintile based upon income ex-ante to transfers (households with income below R$ 96.67 12 ), an unconditional comparison between treatment and control provides the following: Table 4 shows that notwithstanding a significant narrowing of differences in covariates between the groups, they remain positive and significant: it confirms that program recipients are, ex-ante, the poorest among the poor. A distinctive feature, though, is that among lowest income quintile individuals, recipient households have higher average ex-post per capita income, what attests the relevance of Bolsa Família's cash transfer for the very poor. That also remarks the need to restrict attention to the marginal individuals -those whose occupational choice might have been affected by the CCT -in order to adequately capture the effects of interest under a conditional analysis. Interestingly, despite the somewhat narrowing in differences in covariates displayed in table 4, table 5 shows that the difference in outcomes continues to be significant once I restrict attention to the lower income quintile. Moreover, while self-employment is more prevalent among treated individuals, employer status is actually less prevalent among them. This feature pushes for further investigation of whether these results are maintained under a conditional analysis. 4. RESULTS
-Baseline results
All regression tables are displayed in Appendix B. Table 6 presents results for IV estimates of the wealth constraint alleviation channel. The results -which change quite substantially throughout specifications, pointing to non-random treatment adoption, something I already accounted for trough last sections -are that entrepreneurship is estimated to be slightly less than 3% higher among those who receive Bolsa-Família when compared to individuals who had the same ex-ante wealth but were not part of the treatment group.
[Insert Table 6 here]
Next, Table 7 is concerned with the OLS results for this effect of the program. Once again the results fluctuate pretty much throughout specifications but, after controlling for individual and household attributes, the share of the ex-post income explained by Bolsa-Família is reported to have a positive and significant effect on entrepreneurial status.
[Insert Table 7 
here]
It is worth remarking that, since the difference between ex-ante and ex-post income is due to transfers and income from financial assets, for most of the population this difference is zero, and hence the estimated effects for the first two channels cannot be distinguished without restricting attention to the subsample of eligible individuals, what we pursue throughout next section.
In what comes to the effect of the conditionality, table 8 reports results for the restricted sample of households heads with only-male or only-female eligible children (between 6 and 15 years old). It turns out that although recipient households with a male child seem to have a slightly lower propensity to start a venture, this difference is not statistically significant.
[Insert Table 8 
Of course, these results might not reflect causal estimates due to a variety of reasons. It might be the case that there are state-level attributes which condition the entrepreneurial decision and are also correlated with individual observable characteristics, what would bias previous estimates. Also, it might be the case that enrolled individuals just have a higher unobserved propensity to be entrepreneurs that is correlated with the enrollment decision, due to higher average social capital than individuals in the control group, for instance. Moreover, it might be the case that, since drawing upon a cross section, reverse causality is at stake, with entrepreneurs (especially because my definition includes self-employed) having a higher propensity to be program's beneficiaries. Finally, it might just be that a linear model cannot properly estimate the difference in outcomes for truly comparable control and treatment units. I address these concerns throughout the next subsections.
-State fixed-effects, employer and self-employed
First, I include State fixed-effects and decompose entrepreneurship among employer status and selfemployment, also looking at firm's scale. Tables 9 to 11 present the results for each of the transmission channels, just displaying the coefficients of the variables of interest. Last section results are qualitatively maintained, although quantitatively smaller, pointing to an increased probability of starting a new venture of 1.76% through the wealth constraint alleviation channel and 1.73% through the insurance one.
Alternative explanations for this effect, linked to concerns that enrolled individuals might also have higher social capital, or a higher unobserved propensity to entrepreneurship, seem to be dismissed by a composition effect: the increased propensity to start a venture comes entirely from self-employment, while there seems to be some transitioning from employers to self-employment. Whether this points to the effect of the binding conditionality -through parents dismissing their children of working in their parent's firm in order to attend school -, or to misreporting of parents -afraid of losing benefits in account of keeping their children in the business -is not relevant for my concerns: what matters is that higher social capital or a higher unobserved propensity to start a venture cannot account for this effect. When looking at firm's scale, it turns out that even those who remain employers (along with potentially new employers) have a smaller number of employees, what is consistent with the above-stated results. Tables 12 to 14 look at entrepreneurship in all occupations, since it could be the case that the program has a differential effect on the main occupation and on secondary ones. Previous pattern is maintained but while the coefficient is basically unchanged for employer status, it increases for self-employed individuals, hence increasing for overall entrepreneurship. Collecting these results with the previous one points to a rearrangement effect for the main occupation, with some employers transitioning to self-employment, and a spark of self-employment in secondary occupations -individuals who are primarily employees start a venture as an alternative source of income.
-Secondary sources of income

-Lower income quintiles and other transfers
It could be the case that, since I am including individuals with much higher income in the control group, treated individual are still much poorer, and poor individuals are known to have a lower propensity to be employers and a higher propensity to be self-employed than their richer counterparts. An additional concern is that poor individuals are eligible for many governmental transfers, and since households usually receive a cluster of transfers, the effect captured could be attributed to programs other than Bolsa-Família.
Taking advantage of the fact that PNADs 2004 and 2006 also survey households on recipient status concerning every other governmental transfer 13, and restricting the sample to the two lower ex-ante income quintiles, I reassess the effect of the program on entrepreneurship through each channel of interest.
Tables 15 to 18 condense the results. It turns out that the wealth constraint alleviation and insurance effects are no longer significant for an individual's main occupation: there is only a composition effect, lowering the probability of becoming an employer but increasing that of self-employment -although the punctual statistic is higher for the latter, this difference is not statistically significant. However, when I look at all occupations, it turns out that the wealth constraint alleviation channel is present for overall entrepreneurship, but this comes from increased self-employment in a secondary occupation. This means that Bolsa-Família is not effective in supporting credit constrained individuals in starting their own business as their main occupation by allowing them to pay a startup cost, but this effect is present (around 1.8%) for ventures that serve as a secondary source of income.
Surprisingly, other transfers do not have any significant effect in providing insurance, and this might be due to the size of the transfer: Bolsa-Família is on average much larger in value, standing for up to 49% of the lowest decile beneficiary's average household income. 14 In what comes to the level effect of the conditionality, it is still the case that it is not statistically significant.
Additionally, there is no contradiction between the documented fact that only boys respond to the conditionality by working fewer hours and the absence of a heterogeneous composition effect -in the sense that it should be expected that boys were more often dismissed from their jobs in parent's firms -since its effect on reported occupational choice would depend on an extensive margin decision for children (not merely working less hours, but not working at all), on the firm having more than one employee, etc. Table 19 backs-up the interpretation of wealth-constraint alleviation: when I interact treatment with an indicator variable of house ownership, it turns out that program's effect is smaller among those individuals who report to own their houses (and hence would be able to use them as collateral), but this effect is not statistically significant, maybe because survey's question is about ownership as opposed to tenure. 15 4.6 -Rural vs. urban I further decompose the estimates into rural vs. urban sub-samples to assess the program's potential heterogeneity in this dimension. Tables 20 to 23 show that previous results come entirely from the urban sub-sample, while program's positive effect on entrepreneurship is concentrated on secondary sources of income. When I investigate the activity composition for those individuals allocated to self-employment in secondary sources of income, as displayed in table 24, it turns out they are mainly involved in small scale commerce and service ventures, activities that are better suited to urban markets and, hence, might involve lower startup costs when compared to those in rural environments.
-Collateral and wealth constraint
These are also consistent with evidence provided by the Ministry of Social Development concerning a crosstabulation of Bolsa-Família beneficiaries and those of the government's microcredit programs, Crediamigo and Agroamigo. For the former, available at urban areas, data from December 2009 reveal that "the majority of the clients who became entrepreneurs were already beneficiaries of Ministry of Social Development (MDS)'s transfer: 51.5% (or 204 thousand families)", whereas for the latter, available at rural areas, only 37.3% of the clients were already Bolsa-Família beneficiaries, according to the MDS' assessment. 16 Results are reassuring because they also push away concerns with reverse causality: if it was actually the case that employer individuals are just less likely to enroll in Bolsa-Família, as opposed to a higher propensity to enroll of those self-employed, why would it be the case only in urban areas? Conversely, I claim that the lack of a composition effect of the program in the rural sub-sample is due to the different nature of rural ventures, with a much lower flexibility to dismiss children from work to keep the business running as opposed to those traditionally found in urban areas. Table 25 shows that the wealth-constraint alleviation effect is stronger for activities with higher startup costs, which confirms the interpretation that it is the program which increases the propensity to engage in a startup, and not the opposite. Breaking up activities by commerce versus services, it turns out that the positive effect on entrepreneurship comes entirely from services, what can be reconciled with higher startup costs for this activity, since small scale commerce is often carried out through consignationmeaning that goods can be returned to the supplier at no charge to the seller were him or her unable to sell them -, while service provision typically involves acquiring tools or inputs which require upfront payments.
-Capital-intensity
-Mechanism
Moving on to investigate the composition effect found for the main occupation, working with a sample of eligible children, I find evidence that children in recipient households have a smaller propensity to work as compared to those whose parents are also employers but do not receive the transfer; the results are displayed in Table 26 .
-Robustness checks
Last , Tables 27 and 28 address concerns related to the potential endogeneity of the income variables, and to possible dependence of the results on specification: the former displays estimates of program's effect on entrepreneurship comparing individuals only upon the available measures of household wealth, while the latter displays the results of a nearest-neighbor matching estimation for each subsample. If anything, results are even stronger in these alternative specifications.
-Taking stock
Collecting results, the claim that enrolled individuals -due to self-selection into the program -have a higher unobserved propensity to start a venture is not compatible with the estimated negative result for employer status. It turns out that it is difficult to reconcile these findings with any other explanation than the transitioning from small firms where parents employed their own children to firms without employers under the school attendance requirements for enrolled children (be it either an actual re-arrangement or a mere 'reporting' one), along with some new startups -self-employed individuals in secondary sources of incomesince the net effect on entrepreneurship is positive.
CONCLUDING REMARKS
This paper assesses whether Bolsa-Família increases the probability of starting a new venture in Brazil, decomposing its potential effects into three channels: alleviation of wealth constraints, insurance against bad outcomes of risky activities, and reduction of labor supply of children (through the effect of the conditionality). I draw upon PNADs 2004 and 2006, which are the only years for which transfer beneficiaries are in fact identified.
The results are that entrepreneurship is indeed stimulated by the program in urban areas through the insurance and wealth constraint alleviation effects, notwithstanding that new ventures are typically secondary sources of income. The conditionality does not impact the level of entrepreneurship. Alternative explanations for this effect, linked to concerns that enrolled individuals might also have higher social capital, or a higher unobserved propensity to entrepreneurship, seem to be dismissed by a composition effect in what comes to the main occupation: there seems to be some transitioning from employers to selfemployment. Whether this points to the effect of the binding conditionality -through parents dismissing their children of working in their parent's firm in order to attend school -or to misreporting of parentsafraid of losing benefits in account of keeping their children in the business -is not relevant for my concerns: what matters is that higher social capital or a higher unobserved propensity to start a venture cannot account for this effect.
Recipient household heads use the cash transfer to diversify their income portfolio; this can also be regarded as positive effect of the program, potentially enhancing the ability of the poor to protect against adverse economic shocks. Moreover, this effect is concentrated in urban areas, where Bolsa-Família firstorder effect, that of reducing current poverty, was shown to be less pervasive than in rural areas. Also of interest is the fact that Bolsa-Família is different from other transfers in what comes to providing insurance, what is reasonable given that the cash transfer stands, in some cases, for a large share of poor household's income.
Finally, I do not find any negative effect of the program on entrepreneurship due to the conditionality (be it because children's productivity is not indeed higher 'inside' the firm or because children actually do not stop working in parents' venture); had I found a negative effect, it might have had implications for the CCT bundle's redesign if the government thought this kind of occupational choice should be further stimulated by the program. It turns out that this short-term vs. long-term productivity trade-off (since enrolled children are more likely to become more educated grownups, hence with a higher propensity towards entrepreneurial activities) does not exist in what comes to program's conditionality.
These findings point to two relevant issues. First, the program stimulates self-employment; if this is regarded as a higher productivity activity, then Bolsa-Família might have a positive long-term effect, more than just offering short-term poverty relief -a possibility that I entertain on a sounder basis given Gertler, Martinez and Rubio-Codina's (2007) results that the proceeds from the transfer were used in the course of five years to increase family income-generating capacity. Second, it challenges the view that employer status is inherently superior to self-employment, especially among the poor. If poor parents systematically employ their children when they are entrepreneurs, then it might actually be superior, in what comes to social welfare, to be self-employed than an employer, if that has an overall positive effect on children's human capital accumulation.
Of course, it is hard to be strongly convincing about the evidence here presented without being able to follow individuals through time in order to observe how their choice of occupation varies with treatment status, and also whether their children's occupational status actually changes after program enrollment. Nonetheless, so far there is no such database which would allow one to carry on this 'higher-quality' assessment. At the least, this paper contributes with a methodology to empirically distinguish among the several transmission channels of CCTs to entrepreneurship, and entertains sensitive hypotheses that could drive further research in order to refine its findings. The likelihood of alternative explanations is minimized to the utmost given data availability and the results are shown to be very robust to specification-choice, though operating through very specific channels, in a sub-sample of the recipient population. ex-ante household pc income 4.09e-05*** 5.53e-05*** 6.15e-05*** 4.18e-05*** 5.61e-05*** 6.22e-05*** (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) 
